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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 
Applicant's election of figures 1-13 (claims 1, 6-20) in the reply filed on 5/26/06 is 
acknowledged. Because applicant did not distinctly and specifically point out the supposed errors in 
the restriction requirement, the election has been treated as an election without traverse (MPEP 
§ 818.03(a)). 

Claims 2-5 are withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 1.142(b) as being 
drawn to a nonelected embodiment, there being no allowable generic or linking claim. Election was 
made without traverse in the reply filed on 5/26/06. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

The listing of references in the specification is not a proper information disclosure statement. 
37 CFR 1.98(b) requires a list of all patents, publications, or other information submitted for 
consideration by the Office, and MPEP § 609.04(a) states, "the list may not be incorporated into the 
specification but must be submitted in a separate paper." Therefore, unless the references have been 
cited by the examiner on form PTO-892, they have not been considered. 

Specification 

The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the claimed 
subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01(o). Correction of the following is 
required: Claim 7 states that two cleaning implements are provided and claim 10 states that the 
cleaning implement is reversible. These limitations are not supported in the specification. 

Drawings 

The drawings are objected to under 37 CFR 1.83(a). The drawings must show every feature 
of the invention specified in the claims. Therefore, the mope head with two cleaning implements 
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(claim 7) must be shown or the feature(s) canceled from the claim(s). No new matter should be 
entered. 

Corrected drawing sheets in compliance with 37 CFR 1.121(d) are required in reply to the 
Office action to avoid abandonment of the application. Any amended replacement drawing sheet 
should include all of the figures appearing on the immediate prior version of the sheet, even if only 
one figure is being amended. The figure or figure number of an amended drawing should not be 
labeled as "amended." If a drawing figure is to be canceled, the appropriate figure must be removed 
from the replacement sheet, and where necessary, the remaining figures must be renumbered and 
appropriate changes made to the brief description of the several views of the drawings for 
consistency. Additional replacement sheets may be necessary to show the renumbering of the 
remaining figures. Each drawing sheet submitted after the filing date of an application must be 
labeled in the top margin as either "Replacement Sheet" or "New Sheet" pursuant to 37 CFR 
1.121(d). If the changes are not accepted by the examiner, the applicant will be notified and informed 
of any required corrective action in the next Office action. The objection to the drawings will not be 
held in abeyance. 

Double Patenting 

The nonstatutory double patenting rejection is based on a judicially created doctrine 
grounded in public policy (a policy reflected in the statute) so as to prevent the unjustified or 
improper timewise extension of the "right to exclude" granted by a patent and to prevent possible 
harassment by multiple assignees. A nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection is 
appropriate where the conflicting claims are not identical, but at least one examined application claim 
is not patentably distinct from the reference claim(s) because the examined application claim is either 
anticipated by, or would have been obvious over, the reference claim(s). See, e.g., In re Berg, 140 
F.3d 1428, 46 USPQ2d 1226 (Fed. Cir. 1998); In re Goodman, 1 1 F.3d 1046, 29 USPQ2d 2010 (Fed. 
Cir. 1993); In reLongi, 759 F.2d 887, 225 USPQ 645 (Fed. Cir. 1985); In re Van Ornum, 686 F.2d 
937, 214 USPQ 761 (CCPA 1982); In re Vogel, 422 F.2d 438, 164 USPQ 619 (CCPA 1970); and In 
re Thorington, 418 F.2d 528, 163 USPQ 644 (CCPA 1969). 

A timely filed terminal disclaimer in compliance with 37 CFR 1.321(c) or 1.321(d) maybe 
used to overcome an actual or provisional rejection based on a nonstatutory double patenting ground 
provided the conflicting application or patent either is shown to be commonly owned with this 
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application, or claims an invention made as a result of activities undertaken within the scope of a 
joint research agreement. 

Effective January 1, 1994, a registered attorney or agent of record may sign a terminal 
disclaimer. A terminal disclaimer signed by the assignee must folly comply with 37 CFR 3.73(b). 

Claims 1, 6, 10, 15-16 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory 

obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-4, 8-11 and 13-14 of 

copending Application No. 11/362108. 

Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each 
other because with regards to claim 1, application ' 108 teaches a mophead with a holder for holding 
an absorbent mop ('108, claim 1). There is a cleaning implement ('108, claim 1, attachment member 
and scrub element) attached to the holder and the implement can be attached permanently or 
disengageably ('108, claims 2, 3 and 9-11). With regards to claim 6, the cleaning implement is 
positioned on an edge of the holder (' 108, claim 4). With regards to claim 10, the cleaning 
implement is multi-functional and reversible ('108, claims 13 and 14, different orientations, inverted 
and reversed). With regards to claims 15 and 16, the mop material is flexible strands or is a sheet(s) 
of flexible absorbent material ('108, claim 8) 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting 
claims have not in fact been patented. 

Claims 1, 6 and 7 are provisionally rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness- 
type double patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-3 of copending Application No. 
10/463262. 

Although the conflicting claims are not identical, they are not patentably distinct from each 
other because with regards to claim 1, application '262 teaches a mophead with a holder for holding 
an absorbent mop ('262, claim 1). There is a cleaning implement ('262, claim 1, sheet, abrasive 
element) attached to the holder. With regards to claim 6, the cleaning implement is positioned on an 
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edge of the holder ('262, claim 2). With regards to claim 7, there are two cleaning implements ('262, 
claim 3). 

This is a provisional obviousness-type double patenting rejection because the conflicting 
claims have not in fact been patented. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the subject 
matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 8-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the 
invention. 

Claim 8 states, "A cleaning implement for use with a mophead as claimed in claim 1 . . .". 
The mophead of claim 1 includes a holder, a mop attached to the holder and a cleaning implement, 
independent of the mop, attached to the holder. If claim 8 is claiming "A cleaning implement for use 
with a mophead as in claim 1," and the mophead of claim 1 already includes the limitation of a 
cleaning implement, it appears as if there is supposed to be a mophead with two cleaning implements 
(the first as in claim 1 and the second as in claim 8). Since there is not support in the specification or 
drawings for a mophead with two cleaning implements, it would appear as though the Applicant 
means to have the preamble of claim 8 read "The cleaning implement as claimed in claim 1,". Thus, 
the Examiner is examining the claim as if the Applicant meant to further limit the cleaning 
implement in claim 1. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on sale in 
this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed in the 
United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for patent by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an international 
application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an 
application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United States and was 
published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 

Claims 1, 6-11, 14-15 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Young (PGPub 2004/0255417). 

With regards to claim 1, Young teaches a mophead comprising a holder (15), a flexible 
absorbent mop (11) held by the holder, and a cleaning implement (12, 13, 14) which is independent 
of the mop and is disengageably attachable to the holder adjacent the outside of the mop. 

With regards to claim 6, the cleaning implement is positionable on an edge of the holder 
(figure 3). 

With regards to claim 7, there are two cleaning implements (13 and 14). 

With regards to claim 8, the cleaning implement is releasably attached to the holder by a 
retaining mechanism (17; [0014]). 

With regards to claim 9, the cleaning implement is an abrasive pad ([0008]). 

With regards to claim 10, the cleaning element is reversible (there is nothing preventing the 
implement from being attached to the holder backwards so that the abrasive pads are facing the mop). 

With regards to claim 1 1, the retaining mechanism includes a channel element (apertures in 
the top of the implement in figure 2; [0014]) by which the cleaning implement is push-fit engageable 
with the holder. 
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With regards to claim 14, the retaining mechanism includes a catch element (17) on the 
holder to engage the channel on the implement (figure 3). 

With regards to claim 15, the mop is a bundle of flexible strands ([0010]). 

With regards to claim 20, the mophead is used on a mop ([0009]). 

Claims 1, 6-14, 16 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being anticipated by 
Hofte et al. (PGPub 2005/0011536). 

With regards to claim 1, Hofte teaches a mophead comprising a holder (40), a flexible 
absorbent mop (not shown but described in [0004]) held by the holder, and a cleaning implement 
(20) which is independent of the mop and is disengageably attachable to the holder adjacent the 
outside of the mop. 

With regards to claim 6, the cleaning implement is positionable on an edge of the holder 
(figures 6, 7 and 10). 

With regards to claim 7, there are two cleaning implements (figure 10 and [0031]). 

With regards to claim 8, the cleaning implement is releasably attached to the holder by a 
retaining mechanism (125). 

With regards to claim 9, the cleaning implement is an abrasive pad (320) or brush (1320). 

With regards to claim 10, the cleaning element is reversible (if the abrasive pad is attached to 
the implement by a hook and loop material, as stated in [0073], then the pad could be rotated 180 
degrees). 

With regards to claim 1 1, the retaining mechanism includes a channel element (125) by 
which the cleaning implement is push-fit engageable with the holder. 

With regards to claim 12, the retaining mechanism further includes a shoulder (2125) formed 
in the channel element. 
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With regards to claim 13, the retaining mechanism further includes a slot (on figure 3, not 
labeled but shown as the slots running adjacent 1 125, wherein 2125 is the bottom of the slot). 

With regards to claim 14, the retaining mechanism includes a catch element (240) on the 
holder to engage the channel on the implement (figure 10). 

With regards to claim 16, the mop is a sheet of flexible absorbent material ([0004] describes 
the SWIFFER WETJET absorbent pad). 

With regards to claim 20, the mophead is used on a mop (10). 

Claims 1, 6, 8-9, 11-14, 16-17 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Laux et al. (USPN 6336240). 

With regards to claim 1, Laux teaches a mophead comprising a holder (12), a flexible 
absorbent mop (26) held by the holder, and a cleaning implement (48) which is independent of the 
mop and is disengageably attachable to the holder adjacent the outside of the mop. 

With regards to claim 6, the cleaning implement is positionable on an edge of the holder 
(figures 1 and 2). 

With regards to claim 8, the cleaning implement is releasably attached to the holder by a 
retaining mechanism (54, 56, 70, 72, 78, 80). 

With regards to claim 9, the cleaning implement is an abrasive pad (col. 3, lines 20-21) or 
brush (84). 

With regards to claim 1 1, the retaining mechanism includes a channel element (not labeled 
but located between elements 78 and 52, 80 and 52 in figure 2) by which the cleaning implement is 
push-fit engageable with the holder (see figure below). 

With regards to claim 12, the retaining mechanism further includes a shoulder (78, 80) 
formed in the channel element. 
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With regards to claim 13, the retaining mechanism further includes a slot (not labeled but 
located between elements 78 and 80 on figure 2) (see figure below). 

With regards to claim 14, the retaining mechanism includes a catch element (58, 60, 74, 76) 
on the holder to engage the channel on the implement (figure 2). 

With regards to claim 16, the mop is a sheet of flexible absorbent material (col. 2, lines 49- 



Claims 1, 6, 8-9, 11-14, 16-17 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Lewis (USPN 6178581). 

With regards to claim 1, Lewis teaches a mophead comprising a holder (20), a flexible 
absorbent mop (18) held by the holder, and a cleaning implement (10) which is independent of the 
mop and is disengageably attachable to the holder adjacent the outside of the mop. 

With regards to claim 6, the cleaning implement is positionable on an edge of the holder 
(figures 1 and 2). 

With regards to claim 8, the cleaning implement is releasably attached to the holder by a 
retaining mechanism (40, 50). 



55). 



With regards to claim 17, the mophead is used in combination with a wringer (28). 



With regards to claim 20, the mophead is used on a mop (10). 




Channel 



Application/Control Number: 10/815,854 Page 10 

Art Unit: 1744 

With regards to claim 9, the cleaning implement is a brush (60). 

With regards to claim 1 1, the retaining mechanism includes a channel element (not labeled 
but opening between elements 44 in figure 3) by which the cleaning implement is push-fit 
engageable with the holder. 

With regards to claim 12, the retaining mechanism further includes a shoulder (40) formed in 
the channel element. 

With regards to claim 13, the retaining mechanism further includes a slot (50). 

With regards to claim 14, the retaining mechanism includes a catch element (48) on the 
holder to engage the channel on the implement (figure 2). 

With regards to claim 16, the mop is a sheet of flexible absorbent material (col. 2, lines 66- 
67, state that element 18 is a sponge and a sponge is known in the art to be absorbent). 

With regards to claim 17, the mophead is used in combination with a wringer (22, 24). 

With regards to claim 20, the mophead is used on a mop (12). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 
102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the 
subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill 
in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 
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The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 

Claims 18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Young 
('417) in view of Morad et al. (USPN 61 15877). 

Young teaches all the essential elements of the claimed invention however fails to teach 
using the mophead in combination with a cleaning liquid container (claim 18) and a wringer (claim 
19). Morad teaches bucket (12) for holding various liquid agents (col. 2, lines 18-22). The bucket 
also comprises a wringer (14). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to use the mop of Young in combination with the bucket and mop 
wringer of Morad. Figure 1 of Morad teaches using the bucket and wringer for the same type of mop 
as taught by Young. Therefore, the bucket and wringer of Morad would assist in removing excess 
liquid from the mop of Young as well as having a location for the dirty liquid as well as the clean 
liquid, thus making it easier to clean a surface. 

International Search Report 

The international search report has been considered and while the above rejections use some 
references from the report, other references have been found during the Examiner's search, which 
appears to be more pertinent to the claimed invention. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Shay L. Balsis whose telephone number is 571-272-1268. The examiner can 
normally be reached on 7:30-5:00 M-Th, alternating F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, 
Gladys Corcoran can be reached on 571-272-1214. The fax phone number for the organization 
where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may 
be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, 
see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, 
contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like 
assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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7/21/06 



